The above passage continues to exercise the commentators; the problem turns on whether Kal tTJA.60cv at verse 231 is to be construed with Oc6c;, with avopa, or with oawoat, and whether oawoat means "save" or "bring to safety." Meter is of no use to us here, since in early Ionic hexameter poetry sense pauses occur roughly twelve percent of the time after the strong caesura, nine percent after the weak, and eleven percent after the bucolic diaeresis. 1 In 3.231 adverbial Kai follows the strong cae sura and avopa oawoat the diaeresis, so that on purely metrical grounds a sense pause is possible at either juncture.
Linguistic parallels from Homer are also inconclusive. 2 The adverb tTJA60cv properly means "from afar" and since Greek adverbs only distinguish between "near" and "far" 'tflA.60Ev also implies a path linking these two points. There are sixteen instances of 'tflA.60Ev in Homeric epic. It occurs eight times with verbs of motion, £pxo�tat (II. 1. 270, 5.651, Od. 9.273, 13.237, 19.28) , ijKro (//. 5.478), iKav :o (Od. 7.25), and iKv&o�tat (II. 18.208). On three occasions from the Iliadic catalogue of ships a verb of motion is implied (1/. 2.849, 857, 877) . TflA.60Ev is twice used E.s a predicate adverb, at Odyssey 6.312 'iva v6crn�tov ��tap iliflat I .
•. d Kai �tliA.a 'tflA.60cv tcrcri and at 7.194 ftv natpilia yaiav 'itcfltat I . . . &i tcal �taA.a 'tflA.60cv tcr'ti. These last two examples can be used to support the construction Oc6; + 'tflA60cv or iivlipa + 'tflA.60Ev. However, Odyssey 3.231 would then refer to a god or man who is "from far away," and it is difficult to see the point of claiming that even a foreign god can save a man, or that a god can even save a foreigner. The predicate con struction is only plausible if we equate 'tflA.60cv with 'tflA60t as the lexicographers have done at Iliad 23.359. 3 As we shall presently see, however, there is no compe! ling reason to interpret the Iliadic verse in this manner, so that its value as a corn parandum is questionable.
In each of the above passages, "far" is the subject's homeland, "near" is his cur rent location, and the subject himself traverses the path. 4 Somewhat different is the use of 'tflA.60cv with a transitive verb (1/. 23.359, Od. 3.231, 5.283) . The clearel;t example is provided by Odyssey 5.283, where Poseidon catches sight of Odysseus on his raft: 'tOV . . . I 'tflA.60cv EK IoA.ti�trov op&rov iliEv. In this case "far" designates the location of the subject, "near" that of the object, and it is the subject's vision rather than the subject himself that traverses the path. Iliad 23.359 can be similarly understood: mi�tflVE lie 'tcp�tat' Ax1Ucu; I 'tflA.68cv tv A.dl!l nclii'!l. napa lie crtconov dcrcv I dvtiOcov Cl>oivLKa. Achilles and the other Greeks thus gaze from the starting block to the turning-post in the direction indicated by his gesture. The adverb 'tflA.60Ev reanchors the perspective at the turning-post, which is the location of the next event. On the strength of the two Homeric parallels involving 'tflA.60cv with transitive verbs, Odyssey 3.231 could be understood to mean that the gods can extend their influence over a great distance so as to save a man.
A peculiarity of cra6ro makes another interpretation possible. The verb often implies motion to a place of safety along a path designated by an adverb or prepo sitional phrase. 5 In Homer this is true of twenty percent of the passages in which the verb occurs (11155). There are fi ve cases in which such adverbial expressions spec ify the place of safety to which the object is brought (II. 5.224, 17.453, 17 .692., 19.402, Od. 5.453 ). On seven other occasions they specify the source of danger fror.1 which the object is rescued (//. 5. 469, 11.752, 17.452, 21.274, 22.175, Od. 4.753, Greek Poets: Some Interpretations." HSCP 87 (1983): 8-9 . I wish to thank the anonymous reader fc·r alerting me to this parallel. 
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If we interpret Odyssey 3.231 along these lines, then the motion designated by 'tflA.oOEv constitutes the action of the main verb, so that it is not the god's influence that traverses the path but the <ivtip, who is brought to safety from a foreign land identified as a source of danger.
The grammar of Odyssey 3.231 can only be explained in terms of its narrative context. Unfortunately, the passage in which the verse occurs is no less ambiguous than the verse itself. In 232-38 Athena clearly alludes to Odysseus, to whom the <ivtip of 231 should then also refer. However, if we interpret the verse to mean that a god who is willing could bring Odysseus home, then it would seem t.o be "quite irrelevant to what Telemachus has just said." 6 Thus, Aristarchus apparently held that avl>pa refers to Telemachus. As a consequence, he athetized 232-35 as lacking a logical connection to the preceding narrative and 236-38 as contradicting 231. 7 Predictably Aristarchus has been followed by modern Analysts such as Bethe, who pronounced 3.195-248 "eines der kummerlichsten StUcke unserer Odyssee." 8 Unitarian scholars generally connect 'tflA.60ev with avl>pa or oawoat and identify the <ivtip as Odysseus. Merry-Riddell, for example, argue that "'tflA.60Ev cannot be referred to Oc6r;," and conclude from the linguistic evidence that constructions with avl>pa or oawoat are equally defensible. 9 The argument against Oc6r; rests on two points: first that it is not "the manner of the Homeric gods to help without being present," and second that "whereas Telemachus' difficulty was to conceive that the gods would or could bring his father home after so long an absence, and from some unknown place, it would be no answer to him to say that a god can help without personal presence."
10 By the logic of this second objection 226-28 either refer to the prospect of Odysseus' return or Athena ignores Telemachus altogether. On the other hand, if 226-28 refer to Odysseus, then Telemachus either ignores 218-24 or they refer to Odysseus' return as well. Similar arguments are to be found in Ameis-Hentze, who construe 'tflA.60cv with oawoat and interpret 218-24 as alluding to Odysseus so as to connect them with 231: "&i o' oihror; lOtA.Ot q>tACEtv indem sie den Odysseus zurUckkehren IieBe (216). Eben hierauf bezieht sich gleich nachher Telemachs Zweifel und dessen ZurUckwei sung durch Athene (231)." 11 Hartmut Erbse likewise assumes that 218-24 are spo ken in reference to Odysseus, but translates 'tflAOO&v with avl>pa: "Ein Gott kann, wenn er nur will, auch einen in weite Fe rnen Verschlagenen erretten. Stanford, who translates 231 without mentioning the difficulties involved, repro duces some of its ambiguity: "uarouat: potential optative 1 nor. mioro. 'Easily could a god, if willing, save a man even from far away ', cp. 6, 312; 7, 194 ." 13 The passages that he cites, however, are those used by Merry-Riddell to support taking tT]A60&v as a predicate adverb. Stephanie West notes that 231 has a proverbial ring and dis tinguishes between two interpretations: "( l) a god, if he will, can easily bring a man home even from a distant land; (2) a god, if he will, can even at a distance savt: a man." 14 West concludes that "it may be wrong to ask which the poet reaUy meant." 15 On the other hand, West interprets 218-24 to mean that with Athena's support Telemachus could punish the suitors, and argues that Telemachus simply ignores these verses in 226-28: "Telemachus' reply picks up Nestor's reference to the possibility of Odysseus' return (not his concluding words)." 16
West's interpretation of 226-28, like that of 218-24 by Merry-Riddell, Ameis Hentze, and Erbse, and Aristarchus' athetesis of 232-38, are different solutions to a problem of logical continuity. If the civJip of 231 refers to Telemachus, then as Aristarchus saw the verse follows naturally on 227-28, but 232-38 either lack a logical connection or are factually inconsistent with it. If, on the other hand, Odys seus is meant, then 232-38 follow naturally on 231, but it requires some ingenuity to find a connection between 231 and the preceding verses. Thus, Merry-Ridddl, Ameis-Hentze, and Erbse treat Nestor's entire speech as a meditation on the pros pect of Odysseus' return, while West argues that in 226-28 Telemachus responds to the explicit mention of his return in 216-17.
The solutions thus far proposed are unsatisfactory, although each is in some mea sure correct. In what follows I hope to show l) that 218-24 are spoken in referer.ce to Telemachus; 2) that Telemachus rejects not only the import of 218-24 but the premise of Nestor's entire speech; 3) that uarouat implies motion along a path specified by tT)I.. oOcv; 4) that iivopa refers to Odysseus; and 5) that 232-38 develop a line of thought introduced in 231. To this end it will be necessary to expand the con textual analysis to include a remark by Nestor that precipitates the entire discussion. In the preceding verses Nestor mentions that Agamemnon was killed by Aegisttus on his return from Troy, but that he was avenged by his son (3.193-98) . He concludes his speech by encouraging Telemachus to emulate Orestes (3.199-200) :
JCai au, cpi).. o;, IHiAa yap a' op6oo ICQAOV 't£ IIEYQV 't£, iiAJCtllo; &aa', iva 'ti; at �eai OIVtY6voov tu tiltn.
Telemachus heard this story only two days before from Athena-Mentes, who con cludes with these same lines of encouragement (1.301-2). There the point of the statement is clearly that Telemachus should prepare himself to adopt the role of avenger if his father proves to be dead. West, who represents a long tradition of 13. W. Stanford, ed., The Odyssey of llomer2 (London, 1958) Telemachus expresses the wish that the gods give him the strength to punish the suitors of Penelope just as Orestes had punished Clytemnestra's suitor Aegisthus. He concludes with the dispirited remark that the gods have not fated such happiness either for himself or for his father: he will not repay the suitors because the gods have denied him the strength, Odysseus will not because they have denied his return. To this Nestor responds with 210-24. Verse 216, ti� B' olB', d Kt not£ mpt f3ia� anoticr&tat tA.O<i>v, is directed at the implicit claim of 208-9 that Odysseus will not return to punish the suitors. In 219-22 Nestor offers the reassurance that what ever may have happened in the meantime Odysseus was the favorite of Athena at Troy. His words show that it is still reasonable to hope for Odysseus' return, but they also bear directly on the question whether Athena, whose favoritism is regularly passed down from father to son, might be expected to support Telemachus as we11. 18
Ameis-Hentze interpret the wish contained in 218-24 to mean: if only Athena loved you as she loved your father at Troy, then she would bring Odysseus home to punish the suitors. Yet Athena showed her love for Odysseus by standing by him in a time of war. Surely the logic of the analogy implies that if Athena loved Telema chus as she had his father-that is openly with the goddess at his side-then Telemachus could rival his father's exploits at Troy by defeating the suitors him self. Thus, in verses 218-24 Nestor repeats his earlier encouragement at 199-200, and he does so by echoing Telemachus' own wish that the gods enable him to pun ish the suitors. Ameis-Hentze's tortured reading of these verses is based solely on an attempt to reconcile them with 231 and makes the bulk of Nestor's speech a West solves the problem of continuity by making these verses apply to 216-17 rather than 218-24. This is more elegant than the solution proposed by Ameis Hentze, yet several factors weigh against it. First is the absence of any kind of marker to indicate that Telemachus aims his reply at a specific pair of verses in the middle of Nestor's speech. West's explanation is, moreover, designed to resolvf: a problem that is not yet apparent, so that it is based on interpretative strategies more natural to a reading as opposed to a listening public. 20 Nestor's · "concluding words," as West puts it, also comprise fully half of his speech and require Telern a chus to consider opposing the suitors himself. Are we to imagine that Telemachus simply ignores an issue that has been urged on him repeatedly and touches him so closely? Finally, the language of AlT)V yap J!Eya tlJtt\;' iiyT) 11' txtt more easily re fers to Telemachus' incredulity at the prospect of killing over a hundred men in their prime rather than the prospect of Odysseus' return under wholly uncertain cir cumstances. 21 As it happens, the phrase occurs only twice in Homer and this is clearly its meaning in the second passage. When Odysseus suggests that he and Telemachus might be able to punish the suitors alone, Telemachus replies once more with: A.I!Jv yap !lira d�tc;· c'iy!Jil' £xct. ouJC iiv ljloi yc &A.!tOjlEVqJ ta y&vott', ouo' ti Ocol iii ; &o&A.mcv.
Telemachus declares: "these things won't happen, not if I should wish it, nor even if the gods should wish it; Odysseus will not return to kill the suitors and I could not possibly kill them myself." By denying that his father could return to kill the suitors "even if the gods should wish it" (228), Telemachus echoes his earlier claim that Odysseus is dead (209). Athena's reprimand at 231, pE'ia 0E6� y' teti..rov Kal tT)i.68Ev iivlipa oawoat, echoes the language of 228, ouli' d Ocol ro; tO&A.otEv, in order to refute Telemac h us' denial with a manifesto on the scope of divine power. In so doing Athena selects the first of the scenarios offered by Nestor for ridding the house of the suitors, namely the return of Odysseus, although like Telemachus' denial her refutation applies to both: Odysseus will return, and yes she does love Te1emachus as she loved his father at Troy. In fact, she is even now standing at his side! On the other hand, if iivlipa alludes to Odysseus, then oawoat implies motion along the path specified by tT)A.60cv, since at this moment Odysseus needs to be brought safely home rather than saved from present danger in a far-off land.
Once 231 is seen as referring to the first of Nestor's scenarios, then 232-33 fol low naturally upon it. In 216-17 Nestor imagines Odysseus as returning home to punish the suitors. In 231 Athena affirms that it is in the power of the gods to guar antee Odysseus' return. She then favorably compares the fate of a man who returns safely after suffering hardships to that of Agamemnon. Verses 232-33 repeat the return-scenario contained in 231 to provide a composite description of Odysseus, who will reach home in safety (231 and 232), by the will of the gods (231), after suffering hardships (232). For the comparison to work we must also assume that the character who returns after suffering manages to avoid the fate of Agamemnon. This is of course what happens to Odysseus and precisely because Athena KEiV(jl civacpavlia napmtt\<JEt as she had at Troy (222). The fate of Agamemnon in 234-35 thus continues the description of Odysseus by way of contrast: Odysseus will return and avenge himself on the suitors of his wife, ocpt �ia� cirtotioEtat tA.Owv (216), unlike Agamemnon who returned and was killed by his wife and her suitor, tA.O<ilv cirtoA.&oOat tcp&on� (234). IO�. a) .. )..a oi tioTJ I q>pauuavt' aOavatO\ Oavatov (241-42). Athena's departure from Pylus in the manner of a bird provides graphic confirmation of Nestor's wish that the goddess love Telemachus as she had his father at Troy and adds the assurance that she will stand by him avaq>avoa (371-72). Her very confirmation moreo-.er serves as a kind of imperative, since the conditions have been met under which Telemachus might himself expect to oppose the suitors. A reflective Telemachus could also find in Athena's reprimand at 231-35 the further assurance that his long suffering father will return from a distant land, after suffering many hardships, but will avoid the fate of Agamemnon. In the nineteenth book of the Odyssey, Penelope speaks of her troubling dilemma to the disguised Odysseus: should she continue to wait for her husband or should she marry one of the suitors? Telemachus' coming of age is making it increasingly di ffi cult for her to postpone a second marriage, and yet she feels shame before the bed of her husband and the talk of the people. After dwelling on her dilemma in some detail, Penelope shifts direction, asking the beggar to listen to a dream and to int:r pret it (Od. 19.535-50): My interest in the question raised in this article was stimulated by a conversation between Helene Foley and my colleague, Christine Perkell. I am grateful to them both for their thoughts and owe particular thanks to Christine for her comments on the paper. I thank also C. Bannon, P. Bing, J. Pettit, and the anonymous CP referees for their helpful suggestions. I delivered an earlier version of the paper at the annual meeting of CAMWS, Iowa City, Ia., 1993.
